A good-behavior game was implemented in a fifth-grade reading class consisting of two groups of 14 students each. After the presentation of the game, reversal and component analysis phases were instituted. Game components included rules, lights (response feedback), and group consequences of extra recess and extra free time. Student observers recorded the dependent variables which included talking-out, disruptive, and out-of-seat behaviors. The results show that the game reduced the dependent measures from their baseline rate by almost 99% for one group and 97% for the other. The component analysis revealed that after association in the game, the stimulus components of rules and lights were effective in reducing the dependent behaviors.
The technology for successfully managing classroom behavior has undergone considerable refinement within the last few years. Some of the early reports were either philosophical in nature (Ulrich and Stachnik, 1965) or were conducted in specialized settings (Birnbrauer, Wolf, Kidder, and Tague, 1965) . But more recently, the technology has been utilized in typical classrooms with remarkable effectiveness (Madsen, Becker, and Thomas, 1968; Schmidt and Ulrich, 1969; Schutte and Hopkins, 1970) .
One of the simplest yet most powerful procedures employed to date has been designated the "good-behavior game" (Barrish, Saunders, and Wolf, 1969) . The present study evaluated the efficacy of the game in controlling two reading groups during independent study and teacher-directed lessons. It also afforded a systematic analysis of the game components, which included rules, response feedback (rules plus ' This study was conducted while the first author was a teacher in the Tekonsha Community School System, Tekonsha, Michigan. The authors express appreciation to Mr. Keith Clark, Principal, for his cooperation in allowing the undertaking of the study. We lights), and group contingencies of extra recess and extra free time (Osborne, 1969) . The target behaviors included out-of-seat, talking-out, and disruptive responses. The observing and recording procedures employed utilized student observers as described by Surratt, Ulrich, and Hawkins ( 1969) .
METHOD Subjects and Setting
The students that participated in the study were 28 fifth graders enrolled in a public school. They were divided into two separate reading groups, each of which had one month's participation in a basic reader program before the study began. It was during this program that the class became virtually uncontrollable and the modification techniques were instituted by the teacher (the first author). The students were nearly all grade-level readers or better. The experimental sessions were from 8:40 to 9:30 a.m., of which 40 min were used to record the behaviors in question.
The study was conducted in a standard public school classroom with the usual classroom facilities. During the study, the groups were separated by turning the desks 45 degrees from the front of the room, each group turning in the opposite 45 1972, 53, [45] [46] [47] [48] [49] [50] [51] NUMBER 1 (SPRING 1972) direction. Throughout the study, the student observers operated the apparatus and recorded from behind the reading groups. There was no explicit contact between the children and the observers.
Apparatus
Two standard 120-v light receptacles were fitted with a red and a green light positioned in view of the group, each with its own set of lights. The lights were manipulated by the student observers with a control box that contained two silent, single throw switches; one controlled the green and one the red light.
The recording sheet used by the observers was a modified seating chart drawn on 8.5 by 11 in. (21.6 by 28 cm) paper. The seating chart contained a box for each child, which at the top contained his name and the rest of which included specific areas to record each of the target behaviors. Behavior definition. The behavioral definitions were constructed from those used by two previous experimenters (Barrish, et al., 1969; O'Leary, Becker, Evans, and Saudargas, 1969) with-only enough modification to fit the particular classroom situation. The definitions were as follows:
Out-of-seat behavior was defined as leaving the seat and/or seated position during a lesson.
Exceptions to the definition, and instances not recorded, included out-of-seat behavior that occurred when pupils went one at a time to the teacher's desk during independent study assignments; when pupils were changing orientation in their seat; when a child left to approach the teacher, but then noticed that someone else was already there or on his way and consequently returned to his seat.
Talking-out behavior was defined as talking or whispering without permission. It included, for example, talking while raising one's hand, talking to classmates, talking to the teacher, calling the teacher's name, blurting out answers, GOOD-BEHAVIOR GAME or making vocal noise like howls, cat calls, animal sounds, etc.
Disruptive behavior was defined as motor behavior that disrupted the attention and/or activities of another student. For example: hitting, kicking, striking another child with an object, grabbing another's book, tearing up another's paper, clapping, stamping feet, turning to the person behind or looking to the rear of the room when the teacher was in the front of the class, etc.
Permission was defined as raising a hand, being recognized by the teacher, and receiving consent from him to engage in a behavior. If the teacher was not in the room, the student could engage in certain behaviors by raising his or her hand for 5 sec. The 5-sec delay procedure was designed to foster some measure of selfcontrol by eliminating impulsive responses. These behaviors included sharpening a pencil and getting a dictionary or other book needed for an assignment.
Experimental Design
The study consisted of six phases: Baseline,, Gamel, Baseline2, Rules, Rules+ Lights, and Game2. Their introduction and design were as follows:
Baselinel. This phase lasted five sessions and involved recording the target behaviors using the definitions stated above. The observers were introduced to the class the week before the phase began, after which the class appeared to largely ignore them. Because of the high rate of target behaviors, it was felt that five days was an adequate indicator of the problem situation.
Gamel. Since the reading groups were already in existence, it was not difficult to institute the procedures that constitute the good-behavior game. At the beginning of reading class the teacher made the following presentation. He explained that: (A) what they were about to do was play a game in which each reading group would try to win and that the game was to be played in reading class only; (B) when a team or teams won the game, the team or teams would receive certain privileges (it was made clear that both teams could win); (C) there were certain rules that the teams had to follow to win the game (the rules were read to both groups and were based on the behavioral definitions used to record the target behaviors); (D) whenever one of the team members broke one of the rules there would be a mark against that team; (E) a team or teams would win if they received five or fewer marks per day; (F) winning would entitle them to 3 min of extra morning recess.
If a team received 20 or fewer marks for a week, they would be awarded extra activity time the following Monday afternoon from 2:20 to 3:20 p.m.; a losing team would continue their scholastic assignments (this did not cut into class time very much because 40 min of that hour were previously for an end-of-day study time and recess); (G) if a team had an individual who precluded winning by getting four or more marks in one day, the group could vote to exclude that person from the group for a day, thus causing the person to miss participation in any activities won by the team that week. The individual would be put behind a screen in the back corner of the room on the next day to study alone (this timeout component was installed in order to avoid the problem children encountered by Barrish, et al., (1969) . In that study, two students were dropped from the game and the marks were not imposed on their teams); (H) the lights operated by the observers will be used to signal a team as to how they are doing. The green light means that "all is well" and the red light means that "someone has made an error and the team should be careful." (The red light went on for 30 sec when a target behavior occurred and stayed on for 30 sec after the last error, at which time the green light was switched back on.)
The rules were repeated each morning during this phase by dividing them into the three behavioral categories and asking the children for examples that fit each category. The teams were informed at the end of the class if they received extra recess or not. The extra recess was given 1 hr after the reading class each day. The phase lasted 10 sessions.
Baseline2. This phase was a return to baseline conditions. It was introduced by telling the pupils that the game would not be played any longer and that there would be no more extra recess or free time. An 11-day Easter vacation interrupted this phase between the eighth and ninth sessions. The phase lasted 20 sessions.
Rules. This phase was introduced by a representation of the rules. The teacher introduced the rules by saying: "I would once again like to repeat the classroom rules." He then proceeded to do so by again dividing the class rules into the three categories and giving examples of each. This was done every day during this phase; the phase lasted five sessions.
Rules + lights. This phase, like Rules, was used to check the control that the individual components of the game had on the target behaviors. The teacher said that the girls in the back of the room had again volunteered to help the students follow the rules, and that they were going to operate the lights as before. It was then explained that there was to be no game, no extra recess, or free time. The rules were repeated every day in this phase, also; the phase lasted 10 sessions.
Game2. This phase was introduced by telling the students that they were going to play the game again. At this point, everything was introduced as in Gamei. This phase lasted five sessions. Figure 1 shows the combined behaviors for each group. For Group 1, the introduction of the game reduced the target behaviors by 99% ( The Game2 condition showed a still further reduction in rate from the Rules + Lights phase. The number of responses for each group was almost identical to the Gamei rates, both groups being well below the limits set to earn extra recess and free time. Rules Rules+Lights Game2 SESSIONS Fig. 1 . The number of occurrences per session of talking-out, out-of-seat, and disruptive behaviors combined and presented for each team (reading group) of 14 students. During the Game phases, the emission of talking-out, out-of-seat, or disruptive behaviors resulted in the possible loss of privileges for the student and his team.
RESULTS
four individuals of Group 2 also accounted for 44%. With the reinstatement of baseline conditions (Baseline2 phase) rates began to return to the previous level for most but not all of the individuals. During the last five sessions of Baseline2, the four individuals of each group were emitting fewer responses than during Baselinei, but the per cent of responses that helped make up the group totals increased; Group 1 individuals had 99% and Group 2 individuals had 50% of the total. The figure clearly shows the differential effects the Baseline2 phase had on individuals, some returning to Baselinel rates quickly and some not at all or not until the end of the 20-session phase. The game phases had the same effect on all individuals taking part in the study-almost total elimination of target behaviors. At no time during the game phase did any individual receive more than two marks in one day; thus, the timeout procedure was not employed.
DISCUSSION
The experimental design used in evaluating the game technique could have taken two basic forms: first, one in which the components would be presented before the game; second, one in The reduced frequency of the target behaviors during Baseline2, especially for Group 1, was totally unexpected; and because this phenomenon has not shown itself in other studies of similar design, some discussion is warranted. One possibility is that in this applied setting, the behavior came under the control of extra-experimental reinforcement (Baer, Wolf, and Risley, 1968) or coincidental contingencies encountered en route (Skinner, 1969 ). An analysis of individual scores indicates that some students showed almost total absence of the target be-haviors after the Game, phase, but for some there was a complete return to baseline. Thus, if the Skinner and Baer, et al., accounts are tenable, only a portion of the subjects involved in the study came under the control of the coincidental contingencies.
An explanation of how the coincidental contingencies gained control is possible if we look at the classroom as a multi-operant situation like those constructed in the experimental setting by Findley (1962) . In the present study, the classroom can be seen as a situation in which the students response options are limited. If the student were to receive the scheduled reinforcer, he had to emit a variety of responses compatible with the learning situation. With the emission of these responses, which at times included reading, some subjects could have gained an extraexperimental reinforcement history. Thus, the probability of more appropriate classroom behaviors rose above those target behaviors recorded. This explanation goes well beyond the data obtained in this study but is expressed in terms that allow for the application of behavior analysis.
During the study, no attempt was made to assess reading improvement because the project covered only the last 60 school days of the year and because a large portion of the sessions were held without the free-time and extra-recess contingencies. But a review of the teacher's plan book indicated that during and after the Gamel phase, 25% more material was being covered as compared to pre-baseline and Baseline, conditions. It was felt that the design did help the teacher utilize the natural contingencies of reinforcement in the learning situation, which appeared to block most of the inappropriate classroom responses that were included within the behavior definitions of this experiment.
